The feature plural [Pl] is often morphologically realized in more than one position. A semantics of the plural must first determine which occurrences of [Pl] are actually interpreted, and which are the result of syntactic agreement. Link (1983) , Hoecksema (1983) , Landman (1989) , Lasersohn (1995) , Schwarzschild (1996) and others assume that [Pl] on nouns is interpreted. For concreteness, consider the mereological version of Schwarzschild's (1996) proposal in (1), which we call the " [Pl] on N"-analysis.
(1) [[[Pl] ]](P e,t )(X e ) = 1 if and only if ∀x : (atom(x) ∧ x X) → P (x) Proposal: We argue against (1) and that instead the only semantically contentful plural feature is in a position we call Agr above the determiner: the " [Pl] in Agr"-analysis. The lexical entries in (2) assign to the singular [Sg] a presupposition that its sister denote an atom, while [Pl] 
is in Agr, our analysis predicts the uniqueness presupposition as shown in (8). (8) (9). (9a) presupposes that every salient boy has a single sister. (9b), however, doesn't presuppose that every salient boy have more than one sister. Rather, (8b) presupposes that every boy has at least one sister, and at least one boy has more than one sister. (9) a. Each boy here is writing to his sister.
b. Each boy here is writing to his sisters. Our proposal predicts this presupposition: [Pl] in Agr has no number presupposition, but can be used when the presupposition of [Sg] isn't satisfied. Proponents of the [Pl] on N analysis have to adopt a similar Avoid [Pl] principle.
[Pl] on N is not interpreted: Now consider the definite in (10). (10) (11): (11) the **daughter (J ⊕ B) Though no part of (11) corresponds to the interpretation attributed to [Pl] on N by (1), (11) denotes the group of John's daughter and Bill's daughter. "Avoid [Pl]" should predict that daughter must be singular. Why then is plural morphology forced in (11)? Beck proposes that ** is the interpretation of plural morphology. But, this would incorrectly predict that (12) also requires plural morphology because the salient interpretation of (12) requires cumulation of employee.
(12) every employee of these companies Therefore, the [Pl] on N analysis has no account for the obligatory plural marking in (10). On our analysis, on the other hand, [Pl] in Agr is forced because (11) doesn't denote an atom. Plural marking on daughter in (10) is the result of syntactic agreement with Agr.
Number on Quantifiers:
[Sg] and [Pl] in Agr cannot combine with a quantificational NP as its sister, but only with an expression of type e. Still, we find number marking:
(13) a. every boy is singing.
b. Some boys are singing.
We propose that quantificational NPs must move to a higher position as shown in (14). (14) Since every quantifies over atomic individuals, it requires [Sg] in (14a). With indefinites, as in (14b), the presupposition of Agr is accomodated into the existential quantifier. Hence, (14b) requires the existence of a non-singular group of singing boys to be true. Our approach corroborates the treatment of cardinals as group indefinites (Diesing 1992) and decompositional treatments of more complex plural quantifiers (cf. Hackl 2000). Consider sketches of three in (15), and most in (16) (assume K is the singleton set containing the number of non-singing boys).
(15) a. Three boys are running. 
